ulty who seek promotion and tenure. Progression in academic rank in nursing is becoming more and more competitive as enrollments shrink, more doctorally prepared nurses are available, and criteria for promotion and tenure become increasingly more stringent. Novice researchers who do not meet the standards for promotion and tenure often attempt to stretch their accomplishments to make more out of less creating the appearance that the standards are met. Making more out of less is the manipulative art of inflating one's achievements (or, in this case, the number of one's publications) to create a facade; but, like all facades, inflated achievements cannot stand up to scrutiny. In the harsh glare of rigorous critique, which includes careful reading and examining of references, duplicate publication becomes abundantly clear.
What are the ramifications of duplicate publishing ? Clearly a major one is the consumption of the valuable resources of space and time, space in the journals, and the editors' and reviewers' time. Space, quite obviously, is at a premium in referred nursing journals; to occupy it with duplicate manuscripts is wasteful. Also at a premium is the time used for critical review by editors, peer reviewers, editorial assistants, and others involved in the publication process. It is, thus, inappropriate for authors to send the same manuscript to more than one journal at a time.
The loss of time and space for the promotion of science is equally as crucial as the loss to the author whose creation of more out of less is eventually discovered. It is the transgressor, ultimately, who suffers the most. The major goal of publication is to communicate with colleagues; duplicate publication, both misleading and dishonest, weakens and damages these lines of communication and can become a professional liability to the author. Time can level the injustices to science, but the author can seldom, if ever, shake the reputation for deceitfulness. Authors should ask themselves if a single manuscript would present a more coherent accurate account of the information. If unsure whether a second article would constitute duplicate publication, authors should send both articles to the editor for review. In fact, any information already published on the topic should be cross-referenced.
Perhaps it is time for nursing editors, deans, and promotion and tenure committees to clarify their intent to treat duplicate publishing as irresponsible conduct in the development of nursing science. Academics could concentrate more on quality than quantity for granting promotion and tenure. This may require a more thorough examination of publications.
Editors could ask authors to sign a guarantee that the material in the manuscript has not been published elsewhere and that the manuscript is not currently under review by some other publication. This is a policy that Nursing Science Quarterly has adopted and is implementing with all contributions. It is a move to foster integrity in the advancement of nursing science.
Rosemarie Rizzo Parse, RN: PhD, Editor
